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IS  IT 
PEACE 

Labour  Parly  Statement  Analysed 


HTlIE  Labour  Party  statement,  “  Our 
A  First  Duty — Peace  ”  has  been  drawn 
up  in  view  of  an  early  General  Election. 

It  is  designed  to  appease  the  local 
Labour  parties  who  are  protesting  against 
the  rising  cost  of  living. 

Its  theme  is  that  peace  is  so  important 
that  it  is  worthy  of  some  sacrifice  to  main¬ 
tain  it.  Few  people  would  seriously 
dispute  this. 


The  statement  then  does  a  big  jump  and 
argues  the  policy  of  the  U.S.  Govt,  and 
its  “  allies,”  the  Atlantic  Alliance  and  the 
gigantic  arms  programme  means  peace. 

Therefore  the  proposition  that  “  our 
first  duty  is  peace  ”  becomes  transformed 
into  the  quite  different  proposition  that 
our  first  duty  is  to  support  the  Atlantic 
Alliance  and  the  arms  drive  because,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Labour  Party,  these 
things  mean  peace. 


How  doss  the  statement  suggest  that  peace  should 
be  maintained  1 


T  TS  basic  line  is  contained  in  the  state- 
ment  “  World  peace  will  not  be  safe 
until  the  free  world  has  produced  enough 
military  strength  on  its  frontiers  to  deter 
Russia  from  risking  any  such  aggression.” 

;  It  is  notable  that  the  statement  does 
not  seek  to  justify  the  following  acts  which 
throw  light  on  the  purposes  of  the  U.S. 
and  its  allies — 

The  decision  to  rebuild  the  German 
and  Japanese  armies. 

The  decision  of  the  U.S.  to  make 
Fascist  Spain  its  ally  and  therefore  the 
ally  (whether  they  want  it  or  not)  of  all 
the  other  countries  in  the  Atlantic  Pact. 

The  decision  of  the  U.S.  to  make  a 
Japanese  treaty  without  consulting  China 
and  to  keep  China  out  of  the  United 
Nations. 

The  decision  of  the  U.S.  to  supply 
Chiang  Kai-shek  with  arms  for  an  attack 
on  People’s  China. 

The  refusal  of  the  U.S.  generals  to 
agree  to  a  cease-fire  on  the  38th  Parallel 
in  Korea. 


The  legislation  now  before  the  U.S. 
Congress  to  force  all  the  allies  of  the  U.S. 
to  cease  trading  with  Eastern  Europe. 

These  are  all  disquieting  features  of  the 
policy  of  the  present  day  British  Govt,  or 
its  overlord  the  U.S.  They  reflect  the  aims 
which  the  enlarged  armies,  navies  and 
airforces  of  the  Atlantic  alliance  are  out 
to  enforce.  Yet  nowhere  in  the  state¬ 
ment  is  there  any  attempt  to  explain  how 
these  various  decisions  add  up  to  the 
maintenance  of  peace. 

The  logic  of  the  pamphlet  is  as  follows. 
If  the  Soviet  Union  has  much  more  men 
under  arms  than  the  capitalist  world  this 
very  fact  constitutes  a  danger  to  peace. 
If  the  capitalist  world  has  much  more 
men  under  arms  than  the  Soviet  Union 
this  is  not  a  danger  to  peace. 

The  very  premise  on  which  the  whole 
argument  is  based  is  false.  The  Soviet 
Union  has  not  much  greater  forces  of  men 
under  arms  than  the  imperialist  powers. 

The  Soviet  Govt,  in  February  of  this 
year  stated  categorically  that  : 


“  At  present  the  numerical  strength  of 
the  armed  forces  of  the  Soviet  Union, 
counting  the  ground  forces,  airforce  and 
navy,  is  equal  to  the  armed  forces  of  the 
U.S.S.R.  before  the  outbreak  of  the 
Second  World  War  in  1939.” 

The  League  of  Nations  Armaments 
Year  Book  of  1939  gives  the  Soviet  armed 
forces  at  1,900,000.  Another  500,000 
were  called  up  from  the  reserve  at  the 
beginning  of  September,  making  the  total 
of  2,400,000  before  the  Second  World 
War. 

In  the  European  Review  for  August, 
1951  there  is  an  estimate  of  the  armed 
forces  of  the  Western  capitalist  powers  for 
1951.  It  shows  that  there  are  4,466,000 
under  arms,  composed  as  follows  : — 

U.S.A.  2,300,000  ;  Sweden  52,000  ; 
Norway  32,000  ;  Holland  100,000  ; 
Jtaly  300,000  ;  Britain  800,000  ;  France 
750,000  ;  Belgium  105,000  ;  Denmark 
27,000. 

The  Review  which  contains  articles  by 
General  Eisenhower  and  M.  Paul  Spaak, 
is  unlikely  to  overestimate  the  “  allied  ” 
forces.  Indeed,  the  Americans  are  now 
saying  that  their  forces  are  reaching  the 
3,000,000  mark.  Further  the  forces  of 
Spain,  Turkey  and  Greece  America’s 
allies  are  not  counted  in  this  estimate. 


So  the  premise  that  the  Soviet  Union 
has  now  a  greater  number  of  men  under 
arms  than  the  Western  capitalist  powers 
is  false. 

The  conclusion  that  if  the  capitalist 
powers  as  a  result  of  their  arms  race  get 
a  still  greater  military  superiority  this 
will  guarantee  peace  is  false. 

The  Soviet  Union  has  been  attacked 
by  a  combination  of  capitalist  powers 
before.  American  newspapers,  politi¬ 
cians  and  generals  have  repeatedly  sug¬ 
gested  that  it  should  be  attacked — prefer¬ 
ably  by  atom  bombs — again. 

It  is  therefore  astounding  nonsense  to 
argue,  as  the  Labour  statement  does  “  the 
potential  strength  of  the  countries  whichi 
want  peace  far  exceeds  all  that  Soviet^ 
Russia  and  its  satellites  can  mobilise 
against  it.  That  potential  strength  is  a 
guarantee  that  our  rearmament  can  deter 
aggression.” 

But  how  will  a  further  vast  increase  in 
the  armed  forces  of  the  capitalist  world 
(which  are  already  vastly  superior  to  that 
of  the  Soviet  Union)  guarantee  peace  ? 

The  only  possible  basis  of  this  argu¬ 
ment  is  that  the  capitalist  world  is  inhe¬ 
rently  peaceful  and  will  never  start  a  war. 
Tell  that  to  the  peoples  of  Korea,  Malaya, 
Indo-China  and  the  threatened  peoples 
in  Persia  and  Egypt. 


When  does  the  Labour  Party  propose  to  end  the 
arms  race? 


rpHE  statement  says — 

“  The  only  aim  of  our  rearmament  is 
to  prevent  a  war.  This  cannot  be  stated 
too  often.  Once  there  is  a  clear  proof 
of  a  change  of  heart  in  the  countries  which 
now  threaten  aggression,  negotiations  can 
and  must  be  undertaken  to  reduce  the 
weight  of  armaments  in  every  country. 
Labour  must  watch  vigilantly  for  that 
moment.” 

This  is  an  astounding  paragraph.  For 
the  Soviet  Union  has  repeatedly  in  the 
course  of  the  year  offered  negotiations. 

The  Soviet  Union  asked  last  December 
that  a  council  of  Foreign  Ministers  should 
meet  to  discuss  and  negotiate  on  whether 
Germany  should  be  rearmed.  The  U.S. 
and  its  “  allies  ”  declared  that  the  basis 
of  the  proposed  council  meeting  was  too 
narrow. 

The  Soviet  Union  then  agreed  that 
the  council  should  discuss  all  the  main 
causes  of  war  tension.  The  U.S.  and 
its  allies  refused  to  call  a  meeting  of  the 
council  unless  American  bases  and  the 


Atlantic  Pact  were  excluded  from  the 
agenda. 

The  Soviet  Union  suggested  that  nego¬ 
tiations  should  be  opened  for  a  cease-fire 
on  the  38th  Parallel.  The  U.S.  dele-^J^ 
gates  at  the  Kaesong  conference 
repeatedly  refused  to  accept  a  cease-fire^^^ 
on  that  basis. 

The  Western  capitalist  powers  cannot 
say  that  they  are  willing  to  negotiate 
whenever  the  Soviet  Union  is  ready  to 
do  so.  For  the  Soviet  Union  is  already 
offering  negotiations. 

So  the  Labour  party  says  that  there 
will  only  be  negotiations  when  there  is 
“  clear  proof  of  a  change  of  heart.”  Who 
has  to  decide  ?  The  Western  capitalist 
powers  of  course. 

The  Russians  have  to  declare  that  they 
have  had  a  “  change  of  heart,”  i.e.,  that 
they  were  wrong  in  the  past  and  then  the 
capitalist  powers  will  decide  wffether 
negotiations  will  take  place  or  not. 

The  formula  is  one  which  enables 
America  and  its  allies  to  reject  all  nego¬ 
tiations  now. 
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What  is  the  economic  prospect  for  Britain  which  the 
statement  holds  out? 


'T’HE  statement  says  that  “  the  burden 
A  of  rearmament  though  heavy  in  its 
demands  on  raw  materials  and  man 
power  can  be  carried  by  our  economy 
without  .too  great  a  strain.” 

Now  this  is  exactly  the  opposite  of  what 
is  said  by  the  Report  of  the  Economic 
Commission  for  Europe  for  the  first 
quarter  of  1951. 

This  report  says  that  Britain  has  up  til] 
now  been  suffering  from  a  “  cost  infla¬ 
tion.”  This  in  non-technical  language 
means  that  increased  costs  of  raw'  mater¬ 
ials  coming  from  abroad  and  of  increased 
w'ages  which  the  Government  allows  the 
capitalists  to  put  on  to  prices,  so  that  the 
capitalists  do  not  have  to  pay  them  out 
of  profits  has  caused  the  general  level  of 
prices  to  rise. 

British  exports  according  to  this  report 
“  are  wavering.”  The  Government  wflll 
therefore  have  to  engage  in  a  new  exports 
drive,  which  will  mean  if  successful  that 


less  goods  will  be  available  for  the  home 
market.  Further,  the  development  of 
arms  production  w  ill  mean  that  less  goods 
will  be  produced. 

Money  incomes — wages,  profits,  inte¬ 
rest,  rent  and  pensions — will  remain  the 
same  but  because  there  are  less  goods  to 
buy,  prices  of  goods  not  subject  to  price 
control  will  tend  to  rise  and  a  black  market 
in  controlled  goods  w  ill  grow. 

The  same  situation  will  result  if  the 
export  drive  fails  and  the  country  is 
forced  to  import  less  foreign  goods  and 
raw  materials  for  civilian  use. 

In  either  case  there  will  be  what  the 
report  calls  “  demand  inflation  ”  that  is, 
a  shortage  of  goods  in  relation  to  demand 
leading  to  a  rise  in  prices  or  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  black  market.  It  is  clear 
that  neither  the  economy  nor  what  is 
more  important,  the  people  of  Britain, 
can  carry  the  rearmament  programme 
without  “  too  great  a  strain.” 


Will  not  a  policy  of  “fair  shares”  mitigate  the  difficulties 
of  the  people  arising  from  rearmament  ? 


rT,HE  statement  says  so  but  in  fact  it 
makes  no  provision  for  “  fair  shares.” 

In  a  period  of  rising  prices  the  incomes 
which  are  most  affected  are  social  service 
incomes  i.e.  old  age  pensions,  industrial 
injury  pensions,  war  pensions,  maternity 
benefits,  childrens’  allowances,  etc. 

A  rise  in  prices  is  sooner  or  later  fol¬ 
lowed  by  a  rise  in  wages  and  will  be  fol¬ 
lowed  quickly  where  the  workers  are 
alert. 

But  pensions  and  other  social  service 
benefits  need  not  rise  at  all  for  consider¬ 
able  periods. 

Existing  social  service  benefits  w'ere 
fixed  in  1946.  Since  then  the  cost  of 


living  has  gone  up  by  34  per  cent.  Yet 
no  social  service  benefit  except  old  age 
and  w'idowed  mother’s  pensions  has  in¬ 
creased.  Even  they  have  not  increased 
up  to  the  level  of  the  increased  cost  of 
living. 

The  statement  contains  no  proposals 
for  increasing  social  service  benefits  to 
compensate  for  the  increased  cost  of  living 
nor  does  it  suggest  that  social  service 
benefits  will  rise  as  prices  rise  in  future. 

The  rearmament  programme  is  there¬ 
fore  leading  to  rises  in  prices  which 
mean  a  cut  in  the  real  value  of  the  social 
services.  This  is  the  direct  opposite  of 
fair  shares. 


What  will  be  the  effect  on  the  cost  of  living  of  the 
various  measures  which  are  proposed  ? 


JT  should  be  noted  that  there  is  no 
proposal  to  bring  down  prices  or  to 
prevent  them  from  rising  further.  The 
utmost  that  the  statement  claims  is  that 
“  Labour’s  policy  is  to  protect  the  people 
of  Britain  as  much  as  possible  from  rising 
world  prices.” 

Amongst  the  measures  proposed  is 
what  has  come  to  be  known  as  the  two 
tier  system  of  price  control.  The  state¬ 
ment  describes  this  as  follows  : 


“  So  far  price  control  has  been  de¬ 
signed  to  give  a  reasonable  return  to  all 
manufacturers.  The  control  price,  there¬ 
fore,  has  allowed  some  of  the  low  cost 
concerns  to  make  extravagant  profits, 
while  the  high  cost  firms  have  been  pro¬ 
tected  in  their  inefficiency.  The  time 
has  now  come  for  a  more  rigorous  form 
of  price  control.  This  will  involve  the 
principle  that  margins  could  and  should 
be  fixed  below  the  levels  required  by  the 


high  cost  producers.” 

This  is  an  admission  that  price  control 
has  in  the  past  been  so  operated  to  allow 
“  extravagant  profits  to  be  made.” 

The  new  proposals  which  were  out¬ 
lined  by  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer 
in  the  House  of  Commons  on  July  26th 
are  : 

The  profit  margins  on  a  whole  series 
of  controlled  goods  will  be  reduced. 

This  does  not  of  course  mean  that  the 
retail  prices  of  these  goods  will  be  lowered. 
In  most  cases  it  will  mean  that  the  con¬ 
trolled  retail  prices  will  not  go  up  as 
quickly  as  they  otherwise  would. 

The  inefficient  producers,  i.e.  “  the 
high  cost  firms  ”  will  be  unable  on  the 
basis  of  the  new  profit  margins,  to  make 
what  they  consider  to  be  sufficient  profits. 
They  will  then  be  able  to  apply  to  the 
Board  of  Trade  to  have  their  costs  in¬ 
vestigated  and  a  price  will  be  fixed  for 
them  higher  than  the  general  controlled 
price  which  will  enable  them  to  keep  in 
production. 

In  short,  the  high  cost  producer  will 
be  subsidised  by  being  allowed  to  charge 
a  higher  price  than  his  efficient  com¬ 
petitor.  The  “  extravagant  profits  ”  of 
the  latter  will  be  somewhat  reduced. 
This  at  best  will  be  a  brake  on  rising 
prices,  preventing  them  from  rising  as 
fast  as  they  otherwise  might.  Its  effect 
will  be  slight. 

The  other  actual  proposal  will  be  to 
abolish  retail  price  maintenance.  This 
is  the  device  whereby  a  firm  manufac¬ 
turing  a  much  advertised  and  overrated 
product  prescribes  the  price  at  which  it 


will  be  sold  by  the  retailer. 

If  for  example  Bumbleberry’s  Sauce 
is  advertised  at  is.  3d.  no  retailer  can  sell 
it  at  is.  2-|d.  otherwise  he  can  be  deprived 
of  supplies  by  Bumbleberry’s. 

The  new  Bill,  when  it  becomes  law, 
will  abolish  this  practice.  The  retailer 
will  be  able  to  sell  the  product  at  any 
price  he  pleases  provided  he  does  not  sell 
it  at  a  loss. 


In  a  period  when  there  was  no  shortage 
of  goods  the  abolition  of  retail  price 
maintenance  would  lead  to  some  price 
cutting. 


It  is  not  possible  that  it  could  have  any 
effect  in  the  present  period  of  goodsi 
shortages.  | 


The  most  practical  thing  that  the 
Government  could  do  to  influence  retail 
prices  at  this  moment  would  be  to  increase 
the  food  subsidies  and  raise  the  money  by 
(1)  cutting  arms  expenditure  and  (2)  im¬ 
posing  fresh  taxation  on  the  rich. 


This  the  Government  refuses  to  do. 


The  policy  statement  is  therefore  a 
reaffirmation  of  the  policy  of  the  Atlantic 
War  Alliance  and  the  arms  drive. 


The  domestic  measures  contained  in 
the  statement  are  trivial.  They  cannot 
arrest  the  worsening  of  conditions  due  to 
rearmament. 

Yet  this  policy  statement  has  the  dis¬ 
gusting  hypocrisy  to  end  up  with  the 
assertion  “  that  we  have  now  to  defend 
our  gains  determines  us  to  go  further 
towards  Socialism  and  in  particular, 
towards  greater  equality  of  wealth  and 
opportunity  which  is  the  essence  of 
Socialism.” 
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